
Appendix A 
 
Questions for Senate 
 
From Senator Stevens  
  
How does the University propose to effectively manage a growing graduate student 
population and new graduate programs if staff positions are being reduced, eliminated, 
and/or changed from continuing to term appointments?  
 
From Senator Christie   (QUFA President) 
  
Principal Woolf has indicated to us that academic planning takes precedence over 
financial. Yet, in our departments we are making academic decisions now that are driven 
by financial constraints.  
  
For example, all departments in Arts & Science have been told to construct 3-year 
budgets that include only full-time and continuing adjunct faculty.  This means that 
courses taught by term adjuncts might be at risk.  Some departments already "owe"  
Arts & Science thousands of dollars; however, most departments will be in debt to the 
Arts & Science Faculty by the third year.   
  
Does Principal Woolf know what departments are being told by their deans? If  
yes, how can Principal Woolf claim that academic planning has priority?  
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Report to the Board of Trustees 

December 4-5, 2009 

International Students’ Tuition Fees 

2010-2011 

 

Introduction  

Tuition fees for international students continue to be deregulated and fall outside of the constraints of the 
Ministry of Training, Colleges and UniversitiesÕ funding framework.  In order to communicate well in 
advance of making offers of admission to new international students and to keep continuing international 
students well informed, the following recommendation is being proposed for approval by the Board of 
Trustees at its December 4, 2009 meeting.    

The international studentsÕ tuition fees that are being recommended are shown in the shaded areas of 
Table 1.  The Table also shows the actual tuition levels for 2009-10 and the percentage of change.  The 
recommendation was discussed and supported by the Vice-Principal (Academic) and Deans at a meeting 
held on November 11, 2009. 

Recommendation 

International Graduate Students Ð Masters and Doctoral 

Upon consultation with the School of Graduate Studies, it is recommended that there be no increase to the 
graduate international student tuition fees for Masters and Doctoral students in 2010 Ð 2011.  Reasons for 
this recommendation include: 

 increasing the graduate international student tuition fee will decrease QueenÕs competitiveness to 
attract international students and also reduce the resource capacity to fund domestic students; 

 increases to the graduate international student tuition fee will severely limit the utility of the 
International Tuition Award program (ITA) and reduce the number of awards that can be offered; 

 increased international tuition fees, coupled with high UHIP fees for graduate students and their 
families, will increase the risk that general bursary fund assistance will be required. 

 
International Graduate Students Ð Professional Programs 

Upon consultation with the School of Graduate Studies, it is recommended that graduate international 
tuition fees for Masters students in the School of Policy Studies, the School of Urban and Regional 
Planning, and the School of Rehabilitation Therapy be increased.   Comparisons of tuition among 
competitor programs indicate that tuition at QueenÕs will remain at a competitive level with these 
increases. In addition, the Schools enjoy application rates that have stayed relatively high despite the 
economic downturn. Clearly, these graduate programs remain competitive and highly sought after by 
potential students.  International fees in the Master of Management program are also recommended to 
increase. 
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 International Undergraduate Students 

In response to a recommendation made by the Principal’s Task Force on Revenue Enhancement, the 
tuition fees proposed for undergraduate international students are intended to maximize revenues while 
having due regard for student accessibility, market considerations, and academic justification.  If the 
recommendation is approved, a portion of the incremental revenue will be transferred to the financial aid 
budget to establish new international admission scholarships.  The following information was presented 
to the Vice-Principal (Academic) and Deans for their consideration: 

�x international undergraduate students and their families typically understand and support the 
investment required to study abroad; 

�x in past representations, undergraduate students indicated that they are much less concerned about 
the absolute level of tuition than they were  about: 

o Payment Options – (International students will have the opportunity to defer 50% of 
their fees until January without a service charge) 

o Knowing in advance what they are expected to pay throughout their degree program – 
(guarantee of maximum 5% annual increases introduced last year)  

�x unlike their graduate counterparts, undergraduate international students do not typically 
demonstrate financial difficulty that requires significant support from the University’s limited 
need-based financial assistance funds; 

�x the opportunity for undergraduate international students to receive a scholarship upon admission 
is a positive motivator in terms of recognition and prestige and will influence international 
students to accept Queen’s offers of admission; 

�x the School of Medicine recommends an increase to the international fee level to approximate the 
total funding available per domestic student which combines tuition plus government grant. 

Summary 

After careful consideration of a number of factors, the following is being recommended: 

1. no increase to the international graduate student tuition fees for 2010-2011 for Masters 
and Doctoral students in the School of Graduate Studies; 

2. for Masters students in professional programs (School of Policy Studies, School of Urban 
and Regional Planning and School of Rehabilitation Therapy) international student 
tuition fees for 2010-2011, increase by 8% increase in the first year of study and  4% for 
continuing students in each year of study; an increase of 4.5% for international Master of 
Management students in the School of Business. 

3. for international undergraduate students, a 10% increase in the first year of study and a 
5% increase for continuing students in each subsequent year of study.   

Motion  

That the Board of Trustees, on the recommendation of the Finance Committee, approves the 
international tuition fees set out in the attached Table 1, effective May 1, 2010.   
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Actual Proposed %
2009-10 2010-11 Change

Applied Science
Year 1 $21,014 $23,115 10.0%
Year 2 $20,235 $22,064 5.0%
Year 3 $20,235 $21,247 5.0%
Year 4 $20,235 $21,247 5.0%

Arts and Science (including Con-Ed)
(Arts, Science, Physical and Health Education, Music, Fine Art, Computing)
Year 1 $17,026 $18,728 10.0%
Year 2 $16,395 $17,877 5.0%
Year 3 $16,317 $17,215 5.0%
Year 4 $16,317 $17,133 5.0%

Commerce
Note: % change for year over year fee increase per course 
Year 1 - 5.5 courses $24,093 $26,503 10.0%
Year 2 - 5.5 courses $23,978 $25,298 5.0%
Year 3 - 5.0 courses $20,987 $22,888 5.0%
Year 4 - 4.5 courses $18,888 $19,832 5.0%

Education
Consecutive $16,944 $18,639 10.0%
Concurrent (education courses) $16,317 $17,792 5.0%

Law
Year 1 $22,632 $24,895 10.0%
Year 2 $21,794 $23,764 5.0%
Year 3 $20,987 $22,884 5.0%

Medicine
Year  1 $50,000 $65,000 30.0%
Year 2 $50,000 $65,000 30.0%
Year 3 $50,000 $65,000 30.0%
Year 4 $50,000 $65,000 30.0%

Nursing
Year 1 $17,026 $18,728 10.0%
Year 2 $16,395 $17,877 5.0%
Year 3 $16,317 $17,215 5.0%
Year 4 (Includes Advanced Standing Track) $16,317 $17,133 5.0%

* Tuition is approved at the program level, based on normal full-time course load, and assessed at the course level 
   Actual tuition fees assessed may vary slightly from approved fees due to rounding. 
NOTE: fees highlighted in gray are proposed for Board approval 

Undergraduate and Professional Programs

Table 1
Recommended Tuition Fees 2010-11*

(International Students)

1
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Actual Proposed %
2009-10 2010-11 Change

-
Masters
Year 1 $12,364 $12,364 0.0%
Year 2 $11,906 $12,364 0.0%

Doctoral
Year 1 $12,364 $12,364 0.0%
Year 2 $11,906 $12,364 0.0%
Year 3 $11,465 $11,906 0.0%
Year 4 $11,465 $11,465 0.0%

School of Policy Studies
Master in Public Administration (MPA) $16,000 $17,280 8.0%
Part-time MPA (PMPA) per course $2,250 $2,430 8.0%
Master in Industrial Relations $16,000 $17,280 8.0%

School of Urban and Regional Planning
Master in Urban and Regional Planning 
Year 1 $12,364 $13,353 8.0%
Year 2 $11,906 $12,858 4.0%

School of Business
MBA $65,000 $67,500 3.8%
Accelerated MBA $61,000 $64,000 4.9%
National Executive MBA (to a maximum of) $84,000 $88,000 4.8%
Cornell-Queen's MBA (to a maximum of) $96,000 $102,000 6.3%
Master of Management (fee per 1/2 credit ) $3,135 $3,276 4.5%

School of Rehabilitation Therapy
MSc (OT) and MSc (PT)
Year  1 $16,944 $18,300 8.0%
Year  2 $16,317 $17,622 4.0%

* Tuition is approved at the program level, based on normal full-time course load, and assessed at the course level. 
   Actual tuition fees assessed may vary slightly from approved fees due to rounding. 
NOTE: fees highlighted in gray are the ones for which Board approval is being sought

Recommended Tuition Fees 2010-11*
(International Students)

Graduate and Professional Graduate Programs

Table 1 - Continued

2
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

  The combination of the internal fiscal situation at QueenÕs and the 
economic recession has created significant financial challenges for all Faculties 
in the University.  In the School of Medicine, necessary reductions in base 
budgets are jeopardizing the quality and sustainability of educational and 
research programs in the Basic Sciences that are integral and of critical 
importance to the SchoolÕs academic mission.  In response to this threat the 
DeanÕs Advisory Group on Restructuring (AGoR) was established to design an 
organizational model that will enable the Basic Sciences to maintain its high 
level of academic performance in an environment of diminishing resources. 
 
  Following a design process that included analysis and evaluation of 
several potential organizational models, AGoR recommends that the School of 
Medicine adopts an integrated structure for the Basic Sciences in which its 
educational and research programs are brought together in a single unit.  AGoR 
proposes that a new department, provisionally named the Department of 
Biomedical and Molecular Sciences, be formed by the merger of the 
Department of Anatomy & Cell Biology, Biochemistry, Microbiology & 
Immunology, Pharmacology & Toxicology, and Physiology.  In this model, the 
current undergraduate Biochemistry and Life Sciences Programs and the 
graduate programs of each of the five merged departments remain unchanged 
and each of these educational programs becomes the administrative 
responsibility of the new department. 
 
  This integrated structure will significantly enhance the operational and 
strategic capabilities of the Basic Sciences.  Amalgamation of human, financial 
and infrastructure resources and the alignment of form with function will 
greatly improve both the effectiveness with which collective resources can be 
utilized and the ability to respond and adapt quickly to changing environments.  
More importantly, uniting faculty and staff around common missions and 
visions for education and research will promote the interdisciplinary 
collaboration on which future success in the biomedical sciences so critically 
depends. 
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  AGoR is undertaking a consultative process of review of the proposed 

organizational model that will involve all faculty, staff and student 

stakeholders.  The input received will be used to refine the model before a final 

recommendation on restructuring is made to the School of Medicine. 

 

II. PREAMBLE 

 

 The history of the Basic Sciences in the School of Medicine is one of 

high achievement in biomedical education and research.  Our undergraduate 

programs in Biochemistry and Life Sciences have earned stellar reputations that 

attract superb students from across the nation and we have a vibrant and 

productive research environment that has fostered the development of many 

internationally-recognized scholars and the establishment of strong graduate 

programs.  However, both the internal and external environments in which the 

Basic Sciences has achieved these successes are changing rapidly and 

dramatically.  In the Spring of this year, Dean David Walker expressed to the 

Faculty of Health Sciences his deep concern regarding the daunting fiscal 

challenge that the University faces and the effects that the imminent significant 

budget cuts will have on the capability of the Basic Sciences of the School of 

Medicine to maintain its very high level of performance in education and 

research.  While addressing these serious resource issues, the Basic Sciences 

must also respond to significant changes in the research funding environment 

and heightened public expectations of accountability for the quality of 

postsecondary programs and the expenditure of public funds by universities. 

 

 The Dean has emphasized the critical importance of the Basic Sciences to 

the educational and research enterprises of the School of Medicine and the 

consequent necessity that the Basic Sciences have the capability to adapt to an 

increasingly challenging environment in a way that will enable continued 

academic excellence and investment in strategic priorities.  To this end, the 

Dean struck the Advisory Group on Restructuring (AGoR) with a mandate to 

propose an alternative organizational structure for the Basic Sciences that 

would enhance its capability to respond and adapt to threats and opportunities 

and to improve its ability to manage and invest its available resources.  

Specifically, AGoR was directed to recommend a new organizational model for 

the Basic Sciences that will enable and foster: 
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i. The development of distinctive and sought-after educational 

programs that will enhance the Faculty’s capability to recruit the 

best students. 

 

ii. The most effective and efficient deployment of faculty to achieve 

the educational and research goals of the Faculty of Health 

Sciences. 

 

iii. The support and development of intra- and cross-Faculty 

interdisciplinary research, and the expansion of collaborative 

research involving basic and clinician scientists. 

 

iv. The capability of the Faculty of Health Sciences to acquire external 

resources. 

 

v. The optimal strategic utilization and management of financial and 

infrastructure resources. 

  

 Following a detailed and methodical design process, summarized in 

Appendix 1, AGoR has generated an organizational model for the Basic 

Sciences that is designed to meet these objectives.  The purposes of this 

discussion paper are to:  i) present the model to all stakeholders in the Faculty 

of Health Sciences; ii) to initiate a process of discussion and consultation 

regarding the enhanced organizational capabilities that the new design would 

enable; and, iii) elicit potential opportunities for improvement of the design. 

 

 AGoR is seeking the commentary, advice, and constructive critique of all 

faculty, staff and students.  The input received will be used by AGoR to refine 

the model with the goal of optimizing the functional capability of the 

educational, research and administrative components of the Basic Sciences.  

The final recommendation regarding restructuring will be subject to further 

discussion and approval through usual governance mechanisms including the 

School of Medicine Executive, School of Medicine Academic Council and 

Faculty Board before the implementation of restructuring is proposed to 

Queen’s Senate. 
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III.  THE DESIGN CRITERIA 

The process through which AGoR designed the new organizational 

structure was guided by a set of criteria that were described in detail in a 

previously issued discussion paper, a copy of which is included in Appendix 2 .  

By answering the question “What do the Basic Sciences need to be designed to 

do?”, the criteria describe precisely what restructuring the Basic Sciences must 

accomplish.  The design criteria are encompassed by three overarching themes: 

 

1. Integration 

The organizational structure must enable functional integration of 

the Basic Sciences and facilitate interdisciplinary collaboration in the 

development and administration of educational and research programs. 

 

The biomedical academic and research environment is one in which 

transdisciplinary integration is accelerating.  Research is increasingly conducted 

within thematic groups that transcend boundaries of historical disciplines and 

the agendas and strategic plans of external agencies, such as CIHR, that fund 

both operating and infrastructure grants now reflect this trend.  Consequently, 

the capability of an organization to engage in productive transdisciplinary 

research has become a significant competitive advantage. 

 

In undergraduate and graduate education, the importance of 

interdisciplinary approaches to student learning is well established.  Building 

innovative and responsive interdisciplinary programs that continue to attract the 

best students will depend on our capability to integrate traditional disciplines 

and emerging themes into program planning and implementation.  These 

actions will enable the School of Medicine and Queen’s to compete with 

educational developments such as those pursued by the European Union 

through collaborative educational initiatives including the Bologna Accord. 

 

2. Operational Capability 

 The organizational structure of the Basic Sciences must enable the 

most efficient and effective management of human, financial and 

infrastructure resources. 
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Like other sectors within Queen’s and at other universities, our Basic 

Sciences face the challenge of maintaining excellence in an environment in 

which resources will be severely constrained.  To remain competitive, it is 

essential we ensure that our structure is optimally aligned with opportunities 

and positioned to respond to threats and challenges.  

  

Base budget reductions have necessitated both a freeze on hiring to 

newly vacated faculty positions in the Basic Science Departments and an 

approach to deficit management that is currently dependent on faculty and staff 

attrition.  As our complement of Basic Science faculty declines, the pressure to 

expand the individual teaching and service responsibilities of remaining faculty 

will intensify.  Since faculty salary is such a major component of total budget, 

funding available for adjunct faculty and teaching assistants will also likely 

diminish significantly, compromising our ability to compensate by using these 

resources.  Consequently, we will have to be creative to protect sufficient time 

for research and compete effectively in a very lean research funding 

environment. 

 

Furthermore, the significant variation that exists in the demographic 

profiles of the Basic Science Departments will result in differential attrition of 

faculty between departments.  The resulting depletion of the teaching resource 

in some departments will be sufficient to jeopardize the viability of major 

educational programs for which they are responsible. 

 

Thus, the achievement of our academic performance goals, the 

maintenance of the quality of our educational and research programs and the 

preservation of our high standards in the setting of diminishing resources will 

require an organizational capability to optimize efficiency and the flexibility to 

invest the resources that we do have in areas of critical need and strategic focus. 

 

3. Strategic Capability 

 The organizational structure of the Basic Sciences must enable 

adaptability to environmental change and the development and 

exploitation of competitive advantages. 
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 The environments in which we conduct our educational and research 
enterprises are changing markedly.  The fiscal environment will demand 
creativity in how we manage our resources and the research environment will 
require new organizational strategies to remain competitive.  As well, 
increasing scrutiny in the public domain will demand of us an unprecedented 
level of accountability regarding the value of the education we provide and the 
research we conduct.  Responsiveness and adaptability are important enablers 
of success in times of rapid change and consequently, the structure of the Basic 
Sciences must permit and foster the effective decision making and coordinated 
planning on which such organizational agility depends. 
 
 
IV.  A PROPOSED INTEGRATED STRUCTURE FOR THE BASIC 
SCIENCES  
 Using the described criteria, AGoR created straw model designs (see 
Section VI) for a new organizational structure for the Basic Sciences, each of 
which was tested against the design criteria to determine its potential suitability 
and feasibility.  The outcome of this process was the identification of a model 
that is demonstrably superior to the others in the degree to which it enhances 
both the operational and strategic capabilities of the Basic Sciences.  The 
defining feature of this model is the functional integration of the educational 
and research programs of the biomedical and molecular sciences within a single 
administrative unit.  The principle features of this organizational model, 
depicted in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4, include the following: 
 

¥ A single department, provisionally named the Department of Biomedical 
and Molecular Sciences, is formed by the merger of the Departments of 
Anatomy and Cell Biology, Biochemistry, Microbiology and 
Immunology, Pharmacology and Toxicology, and Physiology. 

 
¥ The Department of Community Health & Epidemiology remains as a 

discrete unit with continuing responsibility for the advancement of the 
Public Health Sciences. 

 
¥ The undergraduate Biochemistry and Life Sciences programs remain 

unchanged.  The administration of these programs becomes the 



 

Restructuring Proposal November 2009  9 

responsibility of the Department of Biomedical and Molecular Sciences 

and the position of Associate Dean, Life Sciences and Biochemistry is 

discontinued. 

 

• All graduate programs in the School of Medicine remain unchanged.  The 

administration of the Anatomy and Cell Biology, Biochemistry, 

Microbiology and Immunology, Pharmacology and Toxicology, and 

Physiology Graduate programs becomes the responsibility of the 

Department of Biomedical and Molecular Sciences, in conjunction with 

the Associate Dean, Graduate and Postdoctoral Education. 

 

• The proposed internal organizational structure of the Department of 

Biomedical and Molecular Sciences includes the following components: 

 

o Undergraduate Education Committee (UEC) 
The purpose of the UEC is to provide leadership in undergraduate 

education and to oversee and coordinate the development and 

implementation of all departmental undergraduate programs 

including Biochemistry, Life Sciences, Medicine and service 

teaching. 

 

o Research Education Committee (REC) 
The purpose of the REC is to provide leadership in research 

education and training and to oversee and coordinate the 

development and implementation of departmental graduate 

programs and postdoctoral training.  The REC will fulfill its 

responsibilities in conjunction with the Associate Dean, Graduate 

and Postdoctoral Education. 

 

o Research Infrastructure Committee (RIC) 
The purpose of the RIC is to provide oversight and operational 

management of departmental research infrastructure resources 

including space, equipment and support staff in conjunction with 

the Director of Research. 
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o Executive Committee (EC) 

The purpose of the departmental EC is to advise the Head on the 

oversight, coordination, strategic management and vision of all 

departmental educational and research programs and their 

associated resources.  Membership on the EC includes 

representation from the UEC, REC and RIC. 

 

o A Promotions, Reappointments, and Tenure Committee and an 

Appointments Committee (neither are shown on the chart) would 

also exist as per the stipulations of the Collective Agreement. 

 

 

V.  BENEFITS OF AN INTEGRATED STRUCTURE 

 The implementation of a structural change as profound as the merger of 

multiple departments must be fully justified by the combination of functional 

benefits and opportunities it creates.  The proposed integration of the disciplines 

and thematic groups of the Basic Sciences into a cohesive unit will markedly 

improve the capability to optimally manage resources, to respond effectively to 

environmental change and new opportunities, and to invest resources 

strategically.  The principle benefits of the proposed model include the 

following: 

 

Enhanced Interdisciplinary Collaboration 

• Basic Science faculty will be linked by common departmental missions 

and visions for education and research.  Historical boundaries will 

become obsolete and their disappearance will significantly mitigate 

internal competition for resources.  Interdisciplinary collaboration will 

become a pragmatic imperative and, eventually, a cultural norm. 

 

• The establishment of Education Committees with responsibility and 

authority for the administration of all departmental undergraduate and 

graduate programs will enable growth and implementation of 

interdisciplinary approaches to teaching and learning. 
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¥ Creation of a single home for the large majority of basic biomedical 

research faculty will remove existing administrative boundaries and 

facilitate expansion of interdisciplinary research. 

 

Improved Operational Flexibility and Effectiveness 

¥ Consolidation of resources within a single administrative unit will enable 

their timely reallocation to areas of need and strategic importance. 

 

¥ Uniting the Basic Science faculty within one department requires the 

establishment of a single faculty workload document.  Having a common 

set of guidelines to govern the assignment of teaching responsibilities 

will enable the equitable division of responsibilities among basic science 

faculty, the efficient use of faculty teaching time and the allocation of 

appropriate teaching resources to areas of strategic need.  Improving the 

efficiency with which the faculty teaching resource is employed will 

facilitate the protection of faculty time for scholarship. 

 The benefits of the implementation of a single workload document 

will be maximized if such a document governs all QUFA faculty in the 

School of Medicine who are engaged in biomedical and molecular 

education and research, not just those who form the new Department of 

Biomedical and Molecular Sciences.  Our challenges will demand the use 

of our entire faculty resource in the most effective way possible and the 

capability to optimally deploy all our teachers will be critical to 

maintaining the vitality and integrity of some of our educational 

programs.  Therefore, AGoR strongly recommends that a common 

workload document be developed and implemented for all QUFA 

members in the School of Medicine who are engaged in the biomedical 

and molecular sciences, including those whose primary appointments are 

in clinical departments. 

 

¥ Achieving alignment of responsibility and authority for the 

administration of educational programs and research infrastructure will 

facilitate planning, decision-making and management, and reduce 

duplication of effort. 
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Increased Efficiency of Resource Utilization 

¥ Creation of a single administrative unit for the Basic Sciences will enable 
optimal coordination of administrative processes and resource 
management. 

 

¥ Resources can be closely aligned with function.  For example, space can 
be allocated to achieve maximal research benefit and synergies. 

 

Enhanced Responsiveness and Strategic Management Capability 

¥ Integration of Basic Science operations within a single unit enables the 
establishment of cohesive and coordinated strategies for education and 
research. 

 

¥ The alignment of responsibility with authority and the absence of 
discipline-based infrastructure will promote organizational 
responsiveness by enabling timely and effective planning, decision-
making and the implementation of decisions. 

 

 

VI. POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE MODELS 

 During the design process, AGoR considered several alternate conceptual 
models for the structure of the Basic Sciences:  a Òresearch fociÓ model; a 
Òbasic-clinical integrationÓ model; and, a Òtwo departmentÓ model.  The 
following summary describes the principle advantages and disadvantages that 
AGoR identified for each of these designs: 
 
THE RESEARCH FOCI MODEL 

General Framework 

¥ New departments based on research themes are established and 
replace the current discipline-based Basic Science Departments. 

 
 Principle Advantages 

¥ Enables interdisciplinary research. 
 

¥ Alignment of responsibility and authority for research administration 
with corresponding resources. 
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• Potential alignment of thematic research-based departments with 

strategic priorities of external funding agencies. 

 

• Potential alignment of transdisciplinary graduate programs with 

corresponding research departments. 

 

• Potential facilitation of interdisciplinary research involving clinical 

faculty. 

 

 Principle Disadvantages 

• Effective administration of undergraduate education programs would 

be difficult to achieve. 

 

• The existence of research-based departments would markedly inhibit 

the capability of the School of Medicine to change its strategic 

priorities for research. 

 

• The choice of which research themes to “departmentalize” would be 

difficult.  Some current research foci and their associated faculty 

would likely be orphaned. 

 

• Maintaining multiple departments would preclude significant 

improvements in operational flexibility and resource utilization. 

 

THE BASIC-CLINICAL INTEGRATION MODEL 

 General Framework 

• Basic Science Departments are merged with cognate clinical 

departments. 

 

 Principle Advantages 

• Optimizes of research interactions between basic and clinical faculty 

and enables interdisciplinary and translational research. 

 

• Potential alignment of transdisciplinary graduate programs with 

corresponding integrated departments. 
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• Stimulation of research activity in clinical departments. 

 

• Potential enhancement of resources available for interdisciplinary and 

translational research. 

 

• Facilitation of training of clinician scientists. 

 

 Principle Disadvantages 

• The academic cultures of clinical departments vary considerably in 

their support of basic research. 

 

• At least some strong basic research foci would be difficult to match to 

a clinical department. 

 

• A culture of graduate education does not exist in most clinical 

departments. 

 

• Coordination of undergraduate education programs would be very 

difficult. 

 

• Administration of the Collective Agreement may be a challenge due 

to the inexperience of most clinical departments with QUFA faculty. 

 

THE TWO-DEPARTMENT MODEL 

 General Framework 

• The five Basic Science Departments are combined to form two new 

Departments. 

 

 Principle Advantages 

• Functional integration and interdisciplinary collaboration are 

facilitated to a certain degree. 

 

• Partial consolidation of resources would enable some efficiencies to 

be realized. 
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• Challenges associated with the merger of different departmental 

cultures and the changing professional identities of faculty members 

may be mitigated to some extent. 

 

 Principle Disadvantages 

• The optimal functional integration of the educational and research 

enterprises of the biomedical and molecular sciences is not achieved. 

 

• Incomplete consolidation of resources precludes maximal efficiencies 

in resource utilization. 

 

• At least some research groups would continue to cross departmental 

boundaries, ensuring the persistence of misalignments between 

responsibility, authority and resources. 

 

 These alternative models meet the design criteria to varying degrees.  

However, none of the models provides the range and extent of improvement to 

the operational and strategic capability of the Basic Sciences that is offered by 

the complete functional integration of the educational and research programs of 

the biomedical and molecular sciences within a single department. 

 

 

VII. NEXT STEPS:  THE RESTRUCTURING TIMELINE 

 The issuing of this discussion paper initiates a consultative process through 

which the proposed organizational model will be subject to critical analysis by 

all stakeholders.  The results of this assessment will be used by AGoR as it 

refines the model and generates its final recommendation to the School of 

Medicine regarding the new structure of the Basic Sciences.  The restructuring 

process is still in its early stages and there remains much to be done.  The 

following description summarizes the next steps that will be followed and the 

proposed timeframe for their completion: 

 

• Consultation and Model Refinement (November-December 2009) 

o Town Hall meeting 

o Input solicited from focus groups of faculty, staff and students 

o Written submissions invited 
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o AGoR refines model based on input  

 

¥ Faculty Decision-Making (January-February 2010) 
o Final recommendation for the new organizational structure is taken 

to the School of Medicine Executive, School of Medicine Academic 

Council and Faculty Board for discussion and approval 

o The Faculty of Health Sciences submits to Queen’s Senate a 

request for approval of the restructuring plan 

 

¥ Detailed Design (March-May 2010) 
o Specific planning is undertaken regarding all aspects of the new 

organizational structure including work processes and functional 

considerations 

 

¥ Transition Planning (June-September 2010) 
o Development of the implementation plan 

 

¥ Implementation (2010-11 Academic Year) 
o The target date for achievement of full implementation of the new 

organizational structure is September 2011 
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APPENDIX 1:  ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGN PROCESS 

 

 Between late March and early September of this year, AGoR completed the 
first phase of the redesign process for the structure of the Basic Sciences, the 
product of which is the proposed organizational model that is described in this 
discussion paper.  The major steps of the process that AGoR employed during the 
more than forty hours of meetings invested in completing this task included: 
 

1. Establishing The Rationale For Change 

¥ The events, trends and developments creating the need for change were 
identified. 

¥ A preliminary analysis of the current organizational structure was 
conducted and opportunities for improvement through redesign were 
determined. 

¥ The purpose, focus and scope of the restructuring initiative were 
established. 

¥ The outcomes of this stage of the process were articulated in a document, 
entitled ÒRestructuring the Basic Sciences in the School of Medicine:  
The Need for ChangeÓ, that was issued in early May and is posted on the 
AGoR website at 
http://healthsci.queensu.ca/agor/assets/the_need_for_change.pdf 

 

 

2.  Development of Design Concepts 

¥ Boundary conditions were established for the design process. 
¥ Stakeholders were engaged and data collected. 
¥ Design criteria were formulated for the education, research and executive 

functions and described in a discussion paper (see Appendix 2) that was 
issued in late June. 

 
3. Design Modeling 

¥ Straw models were created and tested against design criteria and for 
feasibility 

¥ The best design was identified and a consultative review process 
regarding the proposed model is now being undertaken. 
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APPENDIX 2 

RESTRUCTURING THE BASIC SCIENCES  

IN THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE: 

DISCUSSION PAPER ON DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THE  

NEW ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

In its initial communication, ÒRestructuring the Basic Sciences in the School of 
Medicine:  The Need for ChangeÓ, the DeanÕs Advisory Group on Restructuring (AGoR) 
described major factors driving innovation and change in the organization of the Basic 
Sciences of the School of Medicine, identified opportunities for organizational improvement 
through redesign and defined the framing purpose and scope for the restructuring initiative.  
In this paper, AGoR proposes a set of provisional design criteria to guide the creation of the 
new organizational structure for the Basic Sciences. 

 
Design criteria have been developed for each of the core functions of the Basic 

Sciences:  education; research; and, executive functions including leadership, strategic 
management and administration. The approach to establishing the design criteria was framed 
by the three key design elements that were identified in the ÒNeed for ChangeÓ document: 

• Educational and research groupings and their responsibilities and accountabilities 
• Linkage mechanisms between functional groupings and people that enable 

integration and collaboration 
• Optimization of the strategic capability of the organization.  
The following questions were used to guide identification of the design criteria for 

each core function: 
• What are the responsibilities and accountabilities of the individual functional 

groupings and what type of flexibility must they have? 
• What critical internal and external linkages must the functional groupings have and 

how will these linkages enable collaboration and integration? 
• What are the optimal reporting relationships of the functional groupings? 
• How will the strategic capability of functional groupings be fostered? 
• What are the critical feasibility factors and how will they impact organizational 

design? 
The results of this analysis were then synthesized into overarching statements of the 

purpose of the organizational design and each purpose was linked to specific design criteria.  
The following sections present the statements of purpose and design criteria for each core 
function. 
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DESIGN CRITERIA for the EDUCATION FUNCTION 

 

The organizational structure of the Basic Sciences of the School of Medicine must be 
designed to deliver distinctive and innovative undergraduate and graduate educational 
programs that will achieve the following goals: 

1. The acquisition by our undergraduate students of critical thinking, problem-
solving and sophisticated communication skills within curricula that embrace an 
interdisciplinary approach to biomedical education. 

2. The acquisition by our graduate students of the intellectual and research skills 
that will enable high achievement in careers in the biomedical sciences. 

3. The recruitment of exceptional students. 
To achieve these goals, the organizational structure of the Basic Sciences must be designed 
to: 

1. Enable integration of the traditional disciplines and thematic groups of the Basic 
Sciences in the administration and delivery of undergraduate and graduate 
education programs. 

 2. Facilitate collaborative management of educational programs that will: 
• Promote adaptability, responsiveness and creativity in curriculum 

development and implementation; 
• Enable flexibility in the assignment of faculty teaching responsibilities and 

the allocation of financial and infrastructure resources; 
• Achieve alignment of program funding with the responsibility and authority 

for program delivery. 
 3. Enable harmonization of strategic planning, administrative processes and 

student funding across graduate programs. 
4. Facilitate effective communication and collaboration with key educational 

partners. 
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DESIGN CRITERIA for the RESEARCH FUNCTION 

 

The organizational structure of the Basic Sciences of the School of Medicine must be 

designed to promote and enable interdisciplinary scholarship and research that is of 

international caliber and achieves the following goals: 

1. The discovery of fundamental knowledge in the biomedical sciences and the 

improvement of health through knowledge translation to clinical medicine. 

2. The provision of a multidisciplinary environment for graduate and   postdoctoral 

training in basic and translational research. 

To achieve these goals, the organizational structure of the Basic Sciences must be designed 

to: 

1. Enable and foster research collaboration and partnerships both within the Basic 

Sciences and between the Basic Sciences, clinical sciences and cognate external 

research groups; 

2. Facilitate coordinated strategic planning, decision-making and the development 

and exploitation of competitive advantages; 

3. Facilitate strategic growth of existing and emerging areas of interdisciplinary 

research strength; 

4. Enable adaptation to changes in the research funding environment 

5. Facilitate the alignment of funding with research program function and the 

optimal management of resources, including the allocation of research space, to 

meet strategic priorities. 

6. Foster innovation, creation of intellectual property and technology transfer; 

7. Promote the development of coordinated postdoctoral training programs that 

include opportunities for career development.   
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DESIGN CRITERIA for the EXECUTIVE FUNCTION  
 

The organizational structure of the Basic Sciences of the School of Medicine must be 
designed to provide a framework for leadership and administration that achieves the 
following goals: 

1. Alignment of leadership around a common vision; 
2. Optimization of the responsiveness and adaptability of the organization to 

environmental change; 
3. Development of an organizational culture that highly values collective 

achievement and collaborative resource management; 
To achieve these goals, the organizational structure of the Basic Sciences must be designed 
to: 

1. Facilitate the development of both internal and external collaborations;  
2. Integrate strategic management of the education and research functions; 
3. Align funding with responsibility and authority and enable flexibility in the 

allocation and management of resources; 
4. Provide internal communication linkages that promote inclusivity and 

transparency of process; 
5. Enable knowledge transfer and application through partnerships with key 

external agencies; 
6. Enable administration of effective mentoring programs for all faculty in which 

the development of educational, scholarly and administrative capabilities are 
integrated. 

 
   

 
 Engagement of all stakeholders and constituencies in the review of the design 
criteria presented in this paper is very important.  The design criteria will determine the 
structure of the Basic Sciences and it is therefore essential that they accurately reflect 
the purposes and needs of our organization.  It is our collective wisdom that will 
produce the best design criteria and, through their application, the most effective 
organizational structure.  AGoR strongly encourages all students, faculty and staff to 
provide commentary, advice and recommendations that will inform the process 
through which the final design criteria will be established. 
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Student Advisor Recommendations: 2004-2008 
 

 
Introduction 

The Student Advisors have been writing annual term reports and fall/winter/summer term 
reports since the program started documentation in 2004. The Student Advisors have 
made many recommendations to SGSR over the course of the program. These 
recommendations are: 

¥ Increased support for international students 
¥ Increased TA/TF/RA protection  
¥ Access to funding beyond eligibility years 
¥ Suggestions regarding the academic appeal process  
¥ Intellectual property 
¥ Training on supervision for faculty 
¥ Extending eligibility of DeanÕs Award 

 
Recommendations 

 
I. Increased support for international students 
 
International students coming to the Student Advisors  have brought up issues such as: 

¥ The student is provided with no time to work on her own thesis/research because 
her supervisor requires that she constantly be working on his projects/papers. 

¥ The student researches and writes papers in their entirety (with minimal or no 
input from the supervisor), and then is either denied or given only limited 
authorship credit. 

¥ The student is generally ignored by the supervisor, who refuses to provide the 
level of guidance requested by the student and avoids the studentÕs requests for 
contact.  The student observes that other (often non-international) students under 
the same supervisor are provided with more attention and support. 

¥ The supervisor regularly speaks to the student in an abusive or threatening manner 
(either privately or publicly).  This may or may not involve obviously 
discriminatory remarks, such as:  ÒI donÕt know how things were done in 
[studentÕs home country], but here you do them my way.Ó  This may also include 
threats to contact the studentÕs home government. 

 
Common to almost all of these typical situations is an overwhelming fear of reprisal on 
the part of the student if any action is taken to confront the professor, report the abuse, or 
otherwise address the problem.  Indeed, many of the students who have already built up 
the courage to approach our office with their concerns are nonetheless unwilling to 
approach their supervisor or department, as they perceive that they will be identified as a 
trouble-maker and face retaliation through the exercise of their supervisorÕs (or 
departmentÕs) considerable discretion over them.  Unfortunately, this fear is often well-
founded and it would be irresponsible for us to advise studentÕs otherwise. 
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Given the level of fear in the international student community with respect to raising 
concerns or seeking assistance, I think it is reasonable to suspect that the inappropriate 
treatment experienced by these students in our university is more extensive that even we 
realize.  The question of how to effectively address and remedy this systemic problem is 
ultimately one for the graduate school and the university administration.  Given the 
universityÕs recent decision to increase the number of both graduate and international 
students, if these systemic abuses are not properly addressed and eliminated, we will be 
headed for a crisis.  While any public acknowledgement of existing systemic abuses may 
be temporarily embarrassing for the university, the failure to acknowledge and denounce 
such practices enables them to continue and will ultimately lead to greater embarrassment 
when others drag them into the light.  It is also important to consider the extent to which 
the international reputation that QueenÕs would seek to further develop, is impacted by 
the actual experiences and stories of international students. We recommend the university 
make public the negative (and positive) experiences of international students at QueenÕs 
University.1 
 
It would really help to educate new students on their rights at QueenÕs University, 
especially international students. ItÕs not uncommon to have international students fall 
prey to harassment/discrimination due to a lack of knowledge. Secondly it could be 
important for the SGSR to educate faculty/students on the need to be sensitive to the 
presence of international students in their departments. It might not be strange that some 
graduate students and/or faculty do not fully comprehend the impact of some words and 
actions on students from another country or culture.2 
 
Many international students face considerable financial challenges. While graduate 
students are fortunate to be able to take advantage of opportunities offered through 
Student Awards, and even the Ban Righ Centre, there remains a concern over funding in 
the Sciences because that funding is tied to specific professors or projects. Unlike Arts, 
Sciences provides a less flexible funding environment when there are conflicts between 
students and advisors. SGSR should have base policies in place to ensure that all external 
private funding have equity clauses within it similar to the equity clauses found in 
SSHRC and NSERC funding.3 
  
II. Increased TA/TF/RA protection 
 
While many of the potential institutional safeguards that one would expect might protect 
university employees are non-existent for student employed in these capacities, others 
that have been adopted at the level of Graduate School policy do not appear to be 
consistently implemented at the department level.   
 

                                                 
1   Annual Term Report, 2007 
2   Winter Term Report, 2009 
3   Annual Term Report, 2008-2009 
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The failure of departments or individual faculty member to implement or behave in 
accordance with SGSR or Senate ÒpoliciesÓ has been a recurring theme from the 
viewpoint of Student Advisors. We believe the difficulty lies in the lack of effective 
enforcement mechanisms for these policies due to the UniversityÕs collegial governance 
structure, with its deep respect for departmental and individual autonomy. 
 
Some of the most common TA issues that we have dealt with this year include: 

• Lack of a TA contract 
• Impossible to complete assigned work in hours allotted 
• Mis/non-communication of expectations or job requirements 
• The extent to which acceptance of TA-ship is voluntary, and the impact of 

refusing one on other departmental funding 
• Ability of students to accept TA-ships from other departments, and the potential 

impact on their home-department funding 
• Fractional TA-ships (i.e., ! or " TA-ships) 
• Availability beyond fourth year of a PhD 
• Employment Insurance eligibility 
• Medical/parental leave issues4 

 
Even when TAs have been covered under policies, there have been different viewpoints 
on the meaning of the policy. It is recommended that the SGSR in consultation with the 
SGPS have a discussion on ÒstandardizedÓ practices that would be downloaded to the 
department level.  
 
III. Access to funding beyond eligibility years 
 
It should come as no surprise that students are concerned with funding beyond their 
funding eligible years. This general problem is disproportionately borne by international 
students, who have far less access to the typical financial resources accessed by domestic 
students when their funding runs out such as bank loans. Several international graduate 
students approaching their fifth year have contacted the program for advice and 
assistance.  Unfortunately, there is little we can do for students in this situation other than 
to make them aware of various resources, from bursary assistance through Student 
Awards to emergency help from the Chaplin's office or the AMS foodbank. It seems both 
unfortunate and absurd for the University to partially subsidize the first four years of an 
international student's PhD only to force them out in the fifth year, particularly when the 
average time to completion in some departments remains high.5 
 
Unfortunately, it seems that QueenÕs is pressing ahead in the wrong direction on this 
issue.  The existing situation will no doubt be exacerbated by the new tuition increase, 
which is also designed, in real terms, to be disproportionately borne by international 

                                                 
4   Annual Report, 2007-2008 
5   Fall Term Report, 2008-2009 
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students and the download of the ITA to departmental level. The SGSR must do more to 
ensure that funding is eligible beyond the standard years for a degree.6     
 
IV. Suggestions regarding the academic appeal process 
 
The difficulties this office has seen in the implementation of the informal stages of an 
academic appeal have resulted in the following ideas for expediting and smoothing the 
process. Suggestions for Division chairs who might wish to propose to their various 
faculties a more streamlined and consistent procedures for dealing with the informal steps 
of an academic appeal are: 

• With any failing grade that jeopardizes a graduate studentÕs standing in his/her 
program, we suggest that each department ask the faculty member delivering the 
failing grade to meet personally with both the student and with the graduate 
coordinator to explain the reasons for the failing grade to the student. While it 
may seem that this process is too time-consuming to be reasonable, we would 
argue that the time invested at this point is very likely to save a great deal more 
time ahead, in the event of misunderstandings, conflicts, formal appeals, and so 
on. 

• The student should be given a short report at this meeting, perhaps no more than a 
paragraph or so, ideally in point form, to reiterate and clarify the substance of the 
reasons for the failing grade, and, with this report, a copy of the assignment, 
project, examination, etc.,  including the course weight of the assignment, the 
criteria and academic expectations of a passing assignment, so that the student 
and the graduate coordinator of the program can clearly see disparity between 
what was asked for and what was delivered. 

• This meeting should have the result of making clear to the student where his or 
her work has been found wanting, so vague criticisms should be avoided. 
ÔInadequateÕ or ÔPoorly writtenÕ may clearly express a faculty memberÕs judgment 
on a piece of academic material, but such terms do not tell a student how the 
judgments have been identified. ÔBelow average participation in the courseÕ does 
not provide the student with clear understanding of what specifically constituted 
his or her poor participation. 

• This meeting should also provide an opportunity to discuss options consequently 
available to students. Some of these options might include: 

1. A chance to re-do the assignment or coursework or examination. 
2. A chance to re-do the assignment or coursework or examination after an 

agreed upon number of meetings between the student and the faculty 
member to foster development of the studentÕs ability to improve his or 
her chances for success. 

3. A re-evaluation of the studentÕs failed work, by the original faculty 
member 

4. A re-evaluation of the studentÕs failed work, by a disinterested third party, 
one agreed upon by both the student and the graduate coordinator. 

                                                 
6   Annual Term Report, 2007-2008 
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5. An option to re-take the course failed, if a course has been failed. 
6. An option to discuss a suitable alternative course to replace the course 

failed. 
7. A suggestion to the student that s/he withdraw voluntarily with no 

reference in the student’s transcript.  
 
There are no doubt other options to consider, but in addition to whatever these may be, 
students should also be informed at this meeting of the details of an academic appeal. 
Ideally, a full information package with relevant material from the SGPS, SGSR, HRO 
and relevant Senate documents should be given to the student so that s/he is aware of 
options beyond the department. 
 
In the event that the student deemed to have failed is a visible minority, non-dominant 
accented, international, or a self-identified member of a minority group, we suggest that 
prior to delivering the failing grade, the faculty member seek inter-cultural advice from 
any of the various offices at Queen’s University that might provide valuable information 
about cross-cultural communications and cultural academic norms. It may be that the 
faculty member will find greater explanation for what appears to be inadequate work than 
an un-interrogated evaluation will produce. Since we know that to be treated the same is 
not necessarily to be treated equally, or fairly, it seems reasonable to take the time to 
understand possible factors that would at least justify the offer of an alternative option to 
the student.7 
 
In addition, the different divisions have a different view on how to handle a departmental 
recommendation to withdraw and there appears to be a lack of literature/procedure 
detailing the grounds upon which the division decision should be based. 
 
Given the preceding observation, the Student Advisors recommend: 

¥ The institution of clearly defined procedures outlining who should participate in 
the departmental decision following the failure of a primary course including 
acceptable grounds upon which this decision can be made. 

¥ The institution of a clearly defined procedure outlining the grounds upon which 
division should decide to support or not support a departmental recommendation 
to withdraw following the failure of a primary course. 

¥ The reasons for the decision should be provided to the student at both the 
departmental and division level.  Without knowing the grounds upon which these 
decisions were based it is very difficult for the Academic Appeal Board to assess 
whether “procedure” (including the broader notion of natural justice) was 
followed properly. 

¥ It would be very helpful if the “grievance advice” side of the appeal process, the 
Senate Appointed UDRA’s, the SGPS student advisors and the “administrative/ 
judgment” side of the appeal process were uniform in their interpretation of 
appropriate grounds for appeal.  This would ensure that students get the best 

                                                 
7   Annual Term Report, 2006 
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advice and know what to expect both while they are deciding whether or not to 
launch an appeal and when they are participating in one.8 

 
V. Intellectual property 
 
Authorship issues remain a major concern for graduate students across disciplines.  These 
concerns remain very difficult to resolve given the lack of standards at the departmental 
level.  Everyone knows that authorship conventions differ by discipline and department, 
but the uncritical support of faculty members in such disputes by all levels of 
administration facilitates exploitation of the student/supervisor relationship and 
potentially undermines the academic integrity of the institution.  Graduate students need 
access to fair, unambiguous, publicly available, written standards of the authorship 
conventions that apply to their work.  I would recommend that the SGSR propose a 
default policy for authorship, and allow each department to opt-out of that policy by 
promulgating their own written policy.9 
 
VI. Training on supervision for faculty 
 
Given that the majority of cases seen by Student Advisors deal with student/supervisor 
issues, it is our belief that the SGSR develop, endorse and enforce policies and 
procedures that will protect the interests of both student and supervisor. A two-pronged 
approach of a) requiring faculty training for supervision and b) maintaining departmental 
records about supervision that would promote an expectation of accountability for 
supervisors is recommended. Policies regarding this training should be developed in close 
consultation with both faculty and graduate student members who are familiar with the 
common conflicts and potential pitfalls of graduate supervision.10        
 
VIII. Extending eligibility of Dean’s Award 
 
The terms of the Dean’s Award, which funds two of the Student Advisors, excludes 
doctoral students beyond their funding eligible years to receive the award. Subjecting the 
Advisor position to the terms and conditions of the Dean’s Award seriously undermines 
the Program’s efficacy by excluding from the position those best able to fulfill the 
Program’s mandate. Since the Program’s mandate is to provide students with advice 
through the challenges they face at Queen’s, it is the upper-year doctoral students who 
have the deepest and most extensive experience of Queen’s graduate life. While this 
applies equally well to upper-year doctoral students who are still funding-eligible, our 
recent experience of hiring under the terms of the Dean’s Award suggests that such 
students simply do not apply for the position. This is understandable: the third and fourth 
years of the doctoral program are those in which students must focus entirely on their 
dissertation in order to complete on time.  
                                                 
8   Summer Term Report, 2004 
9   Fall Term Report, 2008-2009 
10  Annual Term Report, 2008-2009 
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It seems to me that it would benefit everyone—students, faculty and SGSR alike—if we 
opened our pool of candidates to those with the most experience in graduate life, which 
often translates into a deeper understanding of the issues, and therefore greater success in 
mediating between professors and students in resolving those issues.  I therefore strongly 
urge the SGSR to remove this condition from their funding commitment in order to 
strengthen the Advisor.11 
 

                                                 
11  Annual Term Report, 2008-2009 
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 School of Graduate Studies  
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From:  Janice Deakin, Chair – TA Consultative Committee 
 
Date:   September 11, 2009 
 
Re:  Report and recommendations from the committee 
 
Vice Principal Deane, 
 
I am writing on behalf of the members of the TA Consultative Committee A. Leger (CTL), J. Lin (SGPS 
09), M. Lombardi (AMS 08/09), E. Power (Faculty), D. Rappaport (SGSR, Acting Chair), S. Tucker (SGPS 
08), H. Smith (CDRM), and M. Corbett (SGS Director of Admissions and guest of the committee) to 
update you on the work of the committee over the past academic cycle.  Associate Dean David Rappaport 
assumed the Chair of this committee. The committee met on October 7, November 19, January 13, 
February 17, and March 10.  
 
In this session recommendations of the committee regarding an amendment to the TA agreement form, 
and an amendment to the dispute resolution mechanism for teaching assistants were approved at the 
January 29, 2009 meeting of Senate.  
 
As was discussed in the report for the academic year 2007/2008 the Committee distributed a 
questionnaire to all units on campus that employ Teaching Assistants. Much of the activity of the 
Committee during the 2008/2009 cycle focused on discussion and evaluation of the responses from the 
questionnaire. This activity is outlined below. 
 
The questionnaire and the accompanying covering letter are attached. A response from every unit on 
campus was received, and these have been aggregated into attached file.  
 
The discussion of the responses to the questionnaire, was undertaken with an eye toward gaining a 
deeper understanding of the issues and concerns of the broad constituents that are stake-holders in the 
activities of TAs, namely: 
  

• the undergraduates who make use of the services of our TAs, 
• the course instructors who rely on the support provide by TAs, 
• the departments that administer the allocation, and activities of TAs, and 
• the TAs themselves. 

 
The Questions  
Ten questions were developed and agreed upon by the Committee during the 2007/08 cycle. The 
responses to the questions will be discussed according to the headings listed below. 
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Procedure for assigning TAs to graduate students 
 
There is quite a range of variability of how TA positions are advertised and assigned. Most units describe 
some formulaic process of assigning TAs. The formulae range from the highly specified to ones that have 
a heavy ad hoc component to them. This may be more of a function of the style of the reporting, rather 
that the actual practice.  Only five units have reported that they have a documented procedure. This is an 
eye opening finding as one of the perceived areas of discontent amongst TAs is the fact that they do not 
understand how their units make the TA assignments. Furthermore, as stated in the Senate Policy on 
Teachings Assistants at Queen!s, section VIII, 
 
 “Units must provide their TAs with written guidelines which explain the principles for defining eligibility for 
and the allocation of teaching assistantships.” 
 
We recommend that the Committee focus on means to ensure that all departments incorporate into their 
TA document the method that they use when deciding TA assigning and allocation, following best 
practices as recommended in the Policy. 
 
TA training and evaluation 
 
All departments are doing some form of TA training. What is variable is the content of the training, the 
extent of the training, and who does the training. There is widespread agreement that the Centre for 
Teaching and Learning is best equipped to perform the function of TA training. The TA day that is 
mounted every fall is a huge success. It draws upon the expertise of a broad swath of faculty and staff 
that are concerned with and expert in matters of pedagogy. The University should consider the possibility 
of expanding these invaluable CTL TA training activities.  
 
As an important component of their assignment, TAs provide feedback to students. It is somewhat 
surprising that TAs themselves are not universally offered a similar type of feedback on how they are 
performing their duties. It should be pointed out that in some units there is an exemplary practice of 
instructors providing immediate and tangible feedback to their TAs. However, due primarily to resource 
issues this is not the norm, and the majority of TAs get little to no feedback, although the Policy does 
recommend that written feedback be given to TAs by their course instructors.  
 
We discussed some of the options available to provide TAs with feedback. Our discussions were far from 
conclusive but there was some move toward instituting, possibly as a pilot project, a means of TA 
evaluation.  
 
Process and procedure documents, TA agreement, departmental TA policies 
 
Responses to our questionnaire revealed that there were a number of units on campus that were not 
aware of the mandate requiring the use of the TA agreement. An effect of the questionnaire was to raise 
awareness regarding the TA agreement. Most units responded that they would move toward using the TA 
agreement or in some cases they would tailor an agreement of their own to better suit the needs of their 
constituents. It will be important for the TA Committee or TA Committee Chair to  follow-up on this matter 
and determine whether compliance has improved.  
 
Lessons Learned 
 
The questionnaire provided an insight into the activities at Queen!s as they pertain to Teaching 
Assistants. Drawing anything but some broadly stated conclusions from the responses would be 
irresponsible. The questions as posed were designed by the Committee, and in the interest of providing a 
confirmation of some anecdotes regarding the treatment of TAs on campus. However, there is no formal 
basis to the method in which questions were designed, or responses analyzed. Furthermore, obtaining 
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quantifiable data such as numbers of TAs or hours worked have not been verified. We were not able to 
find any correlation of the TA treatment based on size of the department and/or TA pool or discipline. The 
varying administration of TA assignment and TA training, and documented procedure seems to be a 
function of the individual unit, and its unique local culture.  
 
The outcomes from the findings of the questionnaire are summarized below: 
 

• All units employing TAs should publish their procedure for assigning TA positions.  
 

• The possibility of expanding the current TA training provided by the CTL and whether some type 
of mechanism can be incorporated to provide feedback to TAs on their performance and 
effectiveness will be considered.  

 
• In the coming cycle we will contemplate issuing a follow-up questionnaire to determine how 

behaviour has evolved over the passing months. Alternatively, we will consider means in which to 
institute an effective and efficient auditing process to determine the practices of units and to verify 
whether they are following mandated procedures. The Committee is responsible reviewing the 
procedures as set out by the policy, however, ensuring compliance is a separate matter, and 
should be a faculty responsibility. 

 
• The issue of compliance with the Policy has been a recurring theme at Committee meetings. The 

responses reveal that there are gaps between policy and practice. Although the Committee is 
aware of these gaps, we are ill equipped to assure adherence to the Policy.  We recommend that 
the faculties should take a more active involvement on matters of compliance with the stated 
Policy goals and procedures. 

 
 
I trust that I have represented the work of the committee and their recommendations accurately and would 
be available to discuss any matters arising from the report with you.  
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